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1. INTRODUCTION 

This attachment provides responses to comments received during the Draft Initial Study and 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) Tie-Line 
637 Wood-to-Steel Replacement Project public review period, which began on October 8, 2013, 
and ended on November 7, 2013. Detailed responses are provided to individual comments in 
Section 4, which also provides copies of comments submitted on the Draft IS/MND. 

2. COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED 

Table 1-1 provides an index of all comment letters received and corresponding numbered 
responses. Comment letters are organized by category and then chronologically in the order 
the letter was received. Each letter is assigned a letter designation, and each comment 
within that letter is numbered. Comment letters, bracketed by comment, are reproduced in 
their entirety and are followed by responses to each comment. Changes to the IS/MND, 
where deemed appropriate, are summarized in the response and refer to the applicable 
section in the IS/MND. Text changes are indicated with strikethrough/underline. Text 
changes are also provided in the Final MND. 

Table 1-1: Index to Comment Letters and Responses to Comments 
Comment Letter 

Designation Agency/Respondent and Date of Letter 
Response 

Designations 

Federal Agencies 

A1 Department of the Army, Los Angeles District Corps of Engineers, 
Regulatory Division – Carlsbad Field Office 

A1-1–A1-8 

State Agencies 

B1 California Department of Transportation B1-1–B1-2 

B2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife B2-1–B2-3 

B3 State Clearinghouse B3-1 

Local Agencies 

C1 County of San Diego, Planning & Development Services C1-1–C1-11 

Public Participation/Individuals 

D1 The Protect Our Communities Foundation D1-1–D1-5 

D2 San Diego Sierra Club D2-1–D2-10 

Applicant 

E1 SDG&E E1-1 – E-18 

Late Comment 

F1 The Protect Our Communities Foundation F1-1 
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3. PUBLIC MEETING 

To help understand the proposed project and to obtain public comments on the IS/MND, the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) held a public meeting on October 17, 2013, at the 
Ramona Community Center, located at 434 Aqua Lane, Ramona, California, from 6:00 p.m. to 
8:00 p.m. At the public meeting, the environmental team and CPUC staff was available to 
discuss the environmental document and to obtain public comments on the environmental 
document. Attendees were provided with comment cards and contact information with the 
option to submit comments at a later date. 

4. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Responses to comments follow this page. 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

Department of the Army 
Los Angeles District Corps of Engineers 

Regulatory Division – Carlsbad Field Office 
Therese Bradford 
October 31, 2013 

A1-1 SDG&E, the project applicant, will be responsible for obtaining all necessary permits 
for the project. Section 1.10, Table 1-1 of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration identifies permits that are anticipated to be required for the proposed 
project, and indicates that the project would be covered under the non-notifying 
Nationwide Permit No. 12 of the Clean Water Act Section 404. The project is located 
in the foothills of San Diego County, between the communities of Ramona and Santa 
Ysabel, and would not involve waters that are considered navigable or tidally 
influenced under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.  
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Response to Comment Letter B1 

California Department of Transportation 
Jacob Armstrong 
October 31, 2013 

B1-1 This comment is noted. Section 1.10, Table 1-1 of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) identifies permits required for the proposed project, 
including an encroachment permit from the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). Table 1 in the MND and Table 4-6 in Section 4 in the IS list Applicant 
Proposed Measures (APM), including APM–TRA-2 which states that SDG&E, the 
project applicant, will be responsible for obtaining the required encroachment permits 
from Caltrans. 
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Response to Comment Letter B2 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Gail Sevrens 

November 4, 2013 

B2-1 The Biological Resources section (Section 5.5) of the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was based on a biological technical report 
prepared by Chambers Group in December 2012 in support of the TL 637 Wood-
to-Steel Replacement Project. In this report Chambers Group references focused 
surveys conducted for arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus; ARTO) in 2010 in 
areas that were identified as suitable for toads (Chambers Group 2011). 
Chambers Group (2011) states:  

 “Chamber Group biologists conducted a helicopter survey of the Project Area to 
determine where species-specific surveys should be conducted (see Section 2.1 
for Habitat Assessment). Areas identified as ARTO ‘suitable’ habitat within CNF 
[Cleveland National Forest] models were included in the review. The Survey Area 
is a 150-foot buffer around transmission/distribution pole centerlines and was 
extended to a 250-foot radius around each pole where the overhead line makes 
an angle greater than 2 degrees. The additional buffer is to include potential 
additional work space that is typically required during operation and maintenance 
work at angle points within the overhead lines. Survey Areas are identified first by 
geographical locations within the county and are also referenced by the 
associated transmission/distribution line. These areas are then further refined to 
individual drainages that are surveyed and are graphically depicted on an 
accompanying aerial mapbook. One master mapbook was created for the entire 
Project Area; however, due to its size only the relevant mapbook pages are 
included in this report.” (p. 1) 

 “Surveys were conducted in areas suitable for ARTO breeding (sandy substrates, 
stream edges not completely choked by vegetation, and the presence of braided 
channels and sand bars). The surveys were conducted in segment areas that 
intersected the 250-foot radius and/or 150-foot buffer around all poles and 
transmission/distribution centerlines. Surveys were also conducted in suitable 
breeding areas that were immediately adjacent to the survey area, such as in 
situations where the drainages continue immediately outside the survey area, or 
areas where the drainages exist directly parallel to the survey areas. In some 
locations, surveys were conducted up to 1,000 feet upstream and downstream of 
the survey segment area. Photographs were taken of the survey segments, and 
all amphibians species observed or heard vocalizing were recorded.” (p. 4) 

 For preparation of the IS/MND, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
and their environmental consultant performed their own analysis based on the results 
of the Chambers Group survey effort, knowledge of the area and the biology of the 
arroyo toad, and available data. The focused survey effort was conducted in 
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accordance with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocols, which is the 
official protocol used for arroyo toad surveys. The California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) does not have their own arroyo toad protocol but instead accepts 
the results of surveys conducted in accordance with the USFWS protocol. CDFW 
considers the arroyo toad to be a Species of Special Concern, while the USFWS lists 
the species as endangered. No comments were received from USFWS on the effort 
or analysis during the public comment period; therefore, the results and conclusions 
are considered acceptable. 

 There are four general areas within 5 miles of the right-of-way (ROW) where 
USFWS and California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) arroyo toad 
occurrences are located.  

 Area 1: The first of these areas is located between approximately 2 and 4.75 miles 
(3.2 and 7.6 kilometers (km)) west and southwest of Santa Ysabel Substation. There 
are approximately five USFWS and CNDDB occurrences within this area. The last 
dates on which arroyo toad was observed occurred in June 2010, September 2002, 
April 1998, and May 1991. All except one occurrence (CNDDB No. 62) remain to the 
north of the ROW and north of Julian Road, a highly traveled road. Occurrence No. 
62 crosses the ROW approximately 2.5 miles (4 km) southwest of Santa Ysabel 
Substation and extends approximately 0.35 mile (0.56 km) southeast past the ROW 
and approximately 3 miles (4.8 km) northwest of the ROW; however, this CNDDB 
occurrence did not have specific location information and, as a result, most of the 
Witch Creek above Santa Ysabel Creek was mapped as an occurrence. Along Witch 
Creek associated with occurrence No. 62, one toad was collected in 1935 and two 
egg masses were found in May 1991.  

 Chambers Group (2011) specifically describes the survey area including the portion 
of occurrence No. 62 and extending north along the ROW (see Map MS-019 – 
available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/WoodtoSteel/Q4.4-
12(C)Final_ARTO_Report_for_the_CNF_Project.pdf). They conclude, “The Survey 
Area depicted on Map MS-019 had a deeply incised, narrow drainage with a steep 
gradient drop, surrounded by chamise chaparral. The drainage contained no water 
except where a small spring flows intermittently into a stock pond towards the 
southwest of the Survey Area. Therefore, this site was not considered suitable arroyo 
toad breeding or upland habitat, as no streams are present. Surveys were 
discontinued in this area.” (Chambers Group 2011, p. 7)  

 In addition to Chambers Group’s observations, several mountain ridges approximately 
3,000 to 3,200 feet AMSL may provide a barrier between these observed locations 
and the ROW (National Geographic Society 2009). Arroyo toad are anticipated to 
range between 0 and 3,000 feet AMSL (Californiaherps.com 2013).  

 Possible suitable habitat in this area includes the San Diego River located south and 
parallel to the ROW. However, this river is bounded by the Dye Mountains to its 
north, a steep mountain range which provides a barrier to arroyo toad movement up 
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to the ROW. A second possible suitable habitat includes an unknown river or stream 
located approximately 0.6 mile (0.97 km) south of Santa Ysabel substation which 
crosses the ROW and terminates approximately 0.15 mile past the ROW to the 
south. As stated above, mountain ranges between observed occurrences and the 
ROW may provide a barrier to arroyo toad movement into the ROW.  

 Area 2: The second of these areas occurs approximately 2 to 5 miles (3.2 to 8 km) 
south of the ROW at Sawday Truck Trail. There are approximately six USFWS and 
CNDDB occurrences within this area. The last dates on which arroyo toad was 
observed occurred in June 2010, May 2007, 2003, and March 1993. All occurrences 
are located to the south of the ROW and directly along the San Diego River. The 
survey area mapped by Chambers Group (2011) in this location (see Map MS-017 – 
available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/WoodtoSteel/Q4.4-
12(C)Final_ARTO_Report_for_the_CNF_Project.pdf) was described as “flat, grazed 
grassland pasture. No streams or creeks were present; the closest water in the 
immediate area was a 2-acre pond approximately 1-mile north of the closest 
distribution pole. Therefore, this site was not considered suitable ARTO breeding or 
upland habitat, as no streams are present. Surveys were discontinued in this area” 
(p. 7). One large barrier between the San Diego River observations and the ROW 
include the Dye Mountains which rise steeply from the San Diego River from 
approximately 830 feet AMSL and reaches an elevation of approximately 3,200 feet 
AMSL (National Geographic Society 2009).  

 The northeastern end of San Vicente Creek is located approximately 0.1 mile from 
the ROW. This creek, along with possible habitat sources within Dye Canyon 
adjacent to the ROW, Wash Hallow Creek north of the ROW, and Swartz Canyon 
farther south along the ROW, may provide suitable habitat for arroyo toad; however, 
it is anticipated that mitigation measures would ensure the species’ safety if 
observed at any location along the ROW.  

 Area 3: The third area occurs approximately 2.3 to 5 miles (3.7 to 8 km) southwest of 
Creelman Substation. There are approximately four USFWS and CNDDB 
occurrences within this area. The last dates on which arroyo toad was observed 
occurred in May 2008, 2003, April 1997, and April 1992. Three additional 
occurrences in this area occur approximately 5.7 miles (9 km) southwest of 
Creelman Substation and are dated May 2008, 2003, and April 1993. All 
observations occurred along San Vicente Creek. Within 5 miles of the ROW, San 
Vicente Creek is approximately 810 feet AMSL near Fernbrook (approximately 5 
miles southwest of the substation) and heads in a northeast direction up to Spangle 
Peak and San Vicente Road where it verges on an eastward path. Creelman 
Substation and the ROW is located to the north of Spangler Peak with San Vicente 
Creek to the south. This creek may represent suitable habitat for the arroyo toad; 
however, Spangler Peak at 1,980 feet AMSL and surrounded to the north and west 
by several slightly lower in elevation peaks (approximately 1,700 feet AMSL). 
Although these ranges are well within arroyo toad habitat, the directional flow of 
Vicente Creek to the east and a mountain range directly between the creek and the 
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ROW suggest that suitable habitat would be located on the southern side of the 
ranges. Smaller unnamed creeks and rivers within the vicinity may provide suitable 
habitat; however, as stated earlier, it is anticipated that mitigation measures would 
ensure the species’ safety if observed at any location along the ROW. 
Agriculture/Orchards were mapped directly adjacent to Creelman Substation and the 
City of Ramona is directly northwest of this location. As stated in the Initial Study (p. 
5.5-26), “pasture grazing and development have removed potential habitat for this 
species from the ROW.”  

 Area 4: Lastly, the fourth area occurs approximately 4.4 to 6 miles (7.1 to 9.7 km) 
northwest of Creelman Substation. There are approximately eight USFWS and 
CNDDB occurrences within this area. The last dates on which arroyo toad was 
observed occurred in April 2008, March 2005, April 2005, June 2005, May 2001, 
April 1999, May 1999, and May 1998. All observations occurred along Santa Maria 
Creek which runs to the northern boundaries of the City of Ramona and heads in a 
northeastern direction away from Creelman Substation. The City of Ramona lies 
directly between these observations and Creelman Substation. A barrier from the 
ROW to these observations includes the developed City of Ramona and pasture 
grazing activities.  

 Overall, Chambers Group (2011) describes the survey habitat conditions between 
Ramona to Santa Ysabel as follows:  

 “The Survey Areas along TL 637 were located south of SR [State Route] 78 from 
the Ramona area to Santa Ysabel. Surveys were conducted at locations where 
TL 637 crosses unnamed creeks in Swartz Canyon and Dye Canyon as depicted 
on Maps MS-015, -017, -019, and -021. Much of the terrain is composed of steep 
walled valleys and canyons running in a southwesterly direction. The western 
most Survey Area (Map MS-015) was composed primarily of southern coast live 
oak riparian forest and riparian scrub surrounded by chamise chaparral. The 
stream was approximately 200 feet from the closest distribution pole. Water flow 
was intermittent and appeared to be a first or second order stream with large 
boulders, cobble, with minimal sand/gravel with a mud and silt substrate. The 
drainage was deeply incised, usually less than three feet, with steep banks, 
steep gradient, no terracing, and a minimal floodplain. Dense riparian vegetation 
advanced up to the edge of stream flow. The upland habitat was comprised of 
non-friable soils unsuitable for burrowing. Therefore, this area was not 
considered suitable ARTO breeding habitat, and surveys in this area were 
discontinued.” (pp. 6–7) 

 Overall, the project will be associated with minor habitat disturbances. For example, 
as described in the Project Description, no new access roads would be required 
during construction; equipment crossing drainages (if needed) would lift equipment 
blades to avoid impacts during crossing; and no grading is anticipated in work areas. 
In addition, all construction activities are expected to last approximately 9 months 
with several crews working simultaneously.  
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 In addition, the following Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) and mitigation 
measures (MM) would further protect arroyo toad in the event that they were to occur 
within the ROW: APM-BIO-1 (which includes SDG&E Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (NCCP) Operational Protocols), MM BIO-2, and MM BIO-3.  

B2-2 This comment is noted. SDG&E will be required to adhere to their Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) that will 
require a variety of measures prior to and during construction. Adherence to the 
SDG&E Subregional NCCP Operational Protocols is described in APM-BIO-1, as 
provided in the MND (pages MND-3 and MND-4) and in Section 4.0, Project 
Description, of the Draft IS/MND. In addition, adherence to APM-BIO-1 is further 
noted on in Section 5.5 of the IS/MND on pages 5.5-36, 5.5-38, 5.5-41, 5.5-45, 5.5-
48, and 5.5-52.  
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Response to Comment Letter B3 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  

Scott Morgan 
November 7, 2013 

B3-1 This letter, acknowledging compliance with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, is noted. The State Clearinghouse 
forwarded letters from the California Department of Transportation and California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. These letters were also sent by the agencies and 
are included herein (see comment letters B1 and B2, respectively). 
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Response to Comment Letter C1 

County of San Diego, Planning & Development Services 
Todd Snyder 

November 7, 2013 

C1-1 This comment regarding the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining 
Significance is noted. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), as lead 
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), applied the 
significance criteria detailed in Appendix G, Environmental Checklist, of the CEQA 
statutes and Guidelines. The County of San Diego significance thresholds for air 
quality and noise are used in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) (see Table 5.4-7, County of San Diego Significance Thresholds, and Table 
5.12-1, San Diego County Noise Ordinance Sound Level Limits). 

C1-2 Section 4.0, Project Description, of the IS/MND includes a description of project 
phasing as described in Section 4.6, Construction Activities. Table 4-4, Proposed 
Construction Schedule, provides construction phases, duration of each phase, and 
the anticipated start date of each phase of construction.  

C1-3 As discussed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration Section (page MND-3) and in 
Section 4.8 of the Draft IS/MND, San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) has identified 
project design features (PDFs) that have been incorporated in this IS/MND as 
Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) that would be implemented to avoid or reduce 
potential impacts from the proposed project. During the preparation of the IS/MND, 
these measures were assumed part of the proposed project and are not considered 
as CPUC-recommended mitigation measures. However, SDG&E’s APMs will be 
monitored by the CPUC as they will be compiled with the mitigation measures into 
the Mitigation Monitoring Compliance and Reporting Program (MMCRP), which will 
be completed upon adoption of the Final IS/MND. 

 A Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) table for the proposed project is provided in 
Section 6 of the IS/MND that lists each APM and mitigation measure and outlines 
procedures for successful implementation. Section 6 of the IS/MND indicates the 
CPUC will use the MMP as the framework for the MMCRP, which will guide the 
effective implementation of the MMCRP by the CPUC. As required by CEQA Section 
21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code, the CPUC has prepared and will 
adopt a monitoring program (MND Section 6) as a condition of approval of SDG&E’s 
proposed TL 637 Wood-to-Steel Replacement Project.  

C1-4 Per this comment, references to the North County MSCP and the East County 
MSCP in Section 5.5, Biological Resources of the IS/MND have been revised to 
state “Draft North County Plan” and “Draft East County Plan.” These edits do not 
alter the analysis or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would 
remain less than significant.  
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C1-5 Text edits per this comment have been incorporated into Section 5.5.1.5 of the 
IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis or significance conclusions of the 
IS/MND, and impacts would remain less than significant. 

C1-6  This comment is noted, and the text has been revised to reflect that the North County 
MSCP is still under development. This edit does not alter the analysis or significance 
conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less than significant. 

C1-7 Figure 4-3 of the IS/MND depicts the four staging yards and two helicopter landing 
zones proposed as part of the project. The closest staging yards to Simon Preserve 
are the proposed Warnock and Creelman staging yards, which are both located over 
1 mile to the west of Simon Preserve.  

As stated in Section 4.6 of the IS/MND, all temporary construction areas would be 
restored to preconstruction conditions. Restoration efforts would include vegetation 
planting and propagation, reseeding, and replanting as appropriate for each of the 
sites. All reseeding and replanting will be in accordance with SDG&E’s Natural 
Community Conservation Plan; specifically Section 7.1.4.30 implements native 
hydroseeding to occur on slopes to improve success of erosion control. In addition, 
Section 7.2.1 discusses Habitat Enhancement Measures, which will be implemented 
as appropriate for each area. When implementing a hydroseeding approach, native 
seed mix is typically obtained from a commercial seed provider. As further stated, 
seed mix specifications and application techniques shall be provided by the Habitat 
Restoration Specialist, an acknowledged specialist in native habitat restoration, or a 
plant ecologist with experience developing native restoration plans in Southern 
California. The Habitat Restoration Specialist may also implement the following 
vegetation restoration techniques: hand seeding, imprinting, and soil and plant 
salvage. Indeed, soil and plant salvage is well suited for staging areas. In this 
technique, “[n]ative vegetation from the area to be impacted should be removed, 
mulched, and stockpiled separately. Top soil should also be removed and stockpiled 
separately. Following construction activities, the top soil should be replaced and 
covered with the mulch. The top soil and mulch both have native propagules and the 
mulch reduces the erosion potential.” (SDG&E 1995, p. 113)  

Further, APM-AES-2 states that SDG&E will restore all temporarily disturbed 
terrain as appropriate and that revegetation would be used to reestablish a 
natural-appearing landscape and reduce potential visual contrast between 
disturbed areas and the surrounding landscape. Please also refer to response 
C1-3, regarding APMs. 

C1-8 This comment is noted. APM-HAZ-4 states that SDG&E will coordinate with the 
authorized officer for the recreation area to identify appropriate safety measures 
where construction areas (including helicopter landing zones) are near parks and 
preserves. Additionally, mitigation measures MM HAZ-4 and MM HAZ-5 provide 
additional safety measures to ensure that helicopter operations during construction 
would not result in a safety hazard. 
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C1-9 APM-HAZ-4 states that the construction schedule and activities will be coordinated 
with the authorized officer for the recreation area, which includes both the Simon 
Preserve and the Mount Gower Preserve; therefore, no modifications were made to 
the IS/MND.  

C1-10 APM-HAZ-4 states that the construction schedule and activities will be coordinated 
with the authorized officer for the recreation area, which includes both the Simon 
Preserve and the Mount Gower Preserve. The recommendation to conduct 
construction within the Mount Grover Preserve in August, if possible, when the 
preserve is closed is noted and will be included in the project record for the CPUC to 
consider during project deliberation. 

C1-11 Trail detours would not include newly constructed trails for detour paths. Detours 
would be provided on existing trail systems within the preserve should specific trails 
require temporary closure during construction or maintenance activities.  

C1-12 Please refer to response C1-8, regarding safety measures for helicopter operations 
and that close coordination with the authorized officer for the recreation area would 
occur. The Mount Gower Preserve would remain open while the helicopter landing 
zone (HLZ, sited in the Mount Gower parking lot) is in use; however, temporary trail 
use restrictions would be placed on areas around the Mount Gower HLZ while the 
HLZ is in use. Helicopter use at this location would be needed for the removal of one 
pole, and removal of the single pole would be conducted mid-week to minimize 
disruption to recreationalists (SDG&E 2013). Additionally, as described in APM-HAZ-
4, recreation detours and a safety buffer would be established during construction 
activities within the preserves. Moreover, as described in Section 5.12, Noise, 
helicopter use would be required where pull tensioning vehicles cannot reach pole 
sites, and flight operations would be limited to approximately 2 hours. As stated in 
Section 4.6 of the Draft IS/MND, the HLZs will be utilized for helicopter take-offs and 
landings and the staging areas will be used for refueling areas for vehicles and 
construction equipment by a mobile fueling truck, pole assemblage, open storage of 
material and equipment, construction trailers, portable restrooms, parking, and 
lighting and may include generator use for temporary power in construction trailers. 
The staging yards may also be used as helicopter landing zones (SDG&E 2013).  

C1-13 Neither the Simon Preserve nor the Mount Gower Preserve would be required to 
close during temporary construction activities. Construction activities would be 
relatively mobile along the alignment, and would not occur in any one place for an 
extended period of time. Therefore, closing either of the preserves would not be 
required during construction activities.  

C1-14 No materials would be located at the stringing sites, as the proposed project would 
include designated staging and storage areas for the storage of materials, as 
shown on Figure 4-3.  

C1-15 The exact locations of blasting activities, if any, are unknown at this time. It is 
possible that no blasting would be required during construction activities. Blasting 
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operations would only be required where hard rock is found during pole extraction. 
Section 5.8 of the IS/MND Impact a) addresses hazards should blasting be required 
and provides MM HAZ-3 to ensure that impacts would be less than significant.  

C1-16 As discussed in Section 5.15.3 of the IS/MND, SDG&E has proposed APM-REC-1 
which would implement temporary trail detours where construction activities may 
temporarily interfere with recreational trails in both the Simon and Mount Grower 
preserves. Trail detour signs would be placed in coordination with the authorized 
officer for the recreation area, which includes both the Simon Preserve and the 
Mount Gower Preserve in accordance with APM-HAZ-4.  

C1-17 A 50-foot notification distance was identified because the average construction 
equipment noise level adjusted for an 8-hour day was approximately 75 decibels 
(dB) at a distance of 50 feet. Based on noise levels provided in Table 5.12-4 in 
Section 5.12, Noise, it is unlikely that residences located beyond the 50-foot 
reference distance would experience noise levels in excess of 75 dB. Additionally, 
construction activities would be mobile, moving along the proposed project 
alignment, and no construction activities would occur or pieces of equipment would 
be in operation for an extended period of time. All construction activities would be 
short-term and intermittent. Therefore, a notification distance greater than 50 feet 
would not be necessary.  

C1-18  It is generally known what potential noise impacts could occur during construction 
activities, and any potentially significant noise impacts associated with the proposed 
project would occur during construction; no significant noise impacts would occur 
during operation of the proposed project. Construction activities and associated 
noise levels would change from day to day, and potentially hourly; therefore, 
construction noise impacts can only be anticipated with a limited degree of certainty. 
Table 5.12-4 discloses the anticipated noise levels for various pieces of equipment at 
various distances. Additional technical data beyond that provided in Section 5.12, 
Noise, would not provide any more detailed information based on what is known 
about project construction.  

 Section 5.12 of the IS/MND appropriately identifies potentially significant noise 
impacts, and sufficient mitigation measures have been provided to ensure identified 
impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level. No specific noise measurements 
would be required in order to adequately reduce impacts to a less-than-significant 
level during construction. Additionally, in accordance with the County of San Diego 
Noise Ordinance, all construction activities would occur during daytime hours 
between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. 

 Moreover, construction activities would be mobile in nature and would move along 
the alignment as poles are continually replaced; therefore, construction activities 
would not occur for extended periods of time in any one place along the project 
alignment resulting in long-term noise sources. Due to the temporary nature of 
construction activities and associated noise impacts, the mitigation measures 
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provided would sufficiently mitigate noise impacts to a level that is less than 
significant. Once construction is completed, construction noise would cease. 

C1-19  Please refer to response C1-18. It is generally known what noise impacts would 
occur during construction activities, and any potentially significant noise impacts 
associated with the proposed project would occur during construction; no significant 
noise impacts would occur during operation of the proposed project. Section 5.12 of 
the IS/MND appropriately identifies potentially significant noise impacts, and 
sufficient mitigation measures have been provided to ensure identified impacts are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. No specific noise measurements or project-
specific technical analysis would be required in order to adequately reduce impacts 
to a less-than-significant level during construction.  

 Additionally, construction activities would be mobile in nature and would move along 
the alignment as poles are continually replaced; therefore, construction activities 
would not occur for extended periods of time in any one place along the project 
alignment resulting in long-term noise sources. Due to the temporary nature of 
construction activities and associated noise impacts, the mitigation measures 
provided would sufficiently mitigate noise impacts to a level that is less than 
significant. Once construction is completed, construction noise would cease. 

C1-20  During operation of equipment or other routine construction activities that may 
disturb residences or livestock, erection of a noise barrier would likely attenuate 
noise levels such that impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. If 
during construction activities it is found that erection of a noise barrier or similar 
mitigation does not sufficiently attenuate noise, residents would be offered a 
relocation option. Temporary relocation of residences would reduce any noise 
impacts to a level that is less than significant. Therefore, no specific technical data or 
noise measurements would be required to further substantiate the findings in the 
IS/MND regarding construction noise.  

C1-21  Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the IS/MND under Impact a) 
addresses blasting and provides MM HAZ-3 to ensure that impacts would be less 
than significant. The mitigation measure requires that a pre-blast survey and blasting 
plan be prepared prior to removing earth or rock with the use of explosives. The pre-
blast survey would be conducted for structures within a minimum radius of 1,000 feet 
from the identified blast site. Sensitive receptors that could reasonably be affected by 
blasting would also be surveyed as part of the pre-blast survey. The blasting plan 
would outline the anticipated blasting procedures for the removal of rock material at 
pole locations and would address air-blast limits, ground vibrations, and maximum 
peak particle velocity for ground movement to ensure that all application regulatory 
measures are met. This blasting plan will be required to be submitted to the CPUC 
and the County of San Diego for review before blasting at each site begins.  

 Further, MM NOI-3 specifically states that a noise and vibration calculation will be 
performed as required in MM HAZ-3 at each blasting site to ensure noise impacts do 
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not exceed established thresholds. A site-specific calculation and measurement prior 
to any single blasting event would be conducted as required by MM HAZ-3, and 
therefore there would be no deferral of impact analysis and mitigation.  

C1-22 The Draft IS/MND, Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic, response (a) has been 
modified to include language regarding permanent disruptions to County 
transportation facilities. Because construction activities would be temporary and 
continually mobile, and no construction effort would take place in any one area for an 
extended period of time, and operational activities would mirror those of SDG&E 
currently, no permanent traffic impacts regarding County facilities would occur.  

C1-23 Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic of the IS/MND under the existing roadway 
network has been modified to include Creelman Lane. Creelman Lane was also 
added to Table 5.16-1, Key Roadways Adjacent to the Project Alignment. These 
edits do not alter the analysis or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts 
would remain less than significant.  

C1-24 This comment is noted. The existing poles on the west side of the street would be 
completely removed and poles would no longer be located west of the roadway. The 
proposed pole locations on the east side of the roadway would be replaced in similar 
locations as the existing poles; therefore, no changes would be made from existing 
conditions in terms of pole location and placement. The recommendation to relocate 
proposed poles outside of the “clear recovery zone” is noted and will be included in 
the project record for the CPUC to consider during project deliberation. 
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Response to Comment Letter D1 

The Protect Our Communities Foundation 
Kelly Fuller 

November 7, 2013 

D1-1 This information is noted and will be included in the project record for the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to consider during project deliberation. All 
required postings, notices, and public comment periods have been adhered to 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the TL 637 Wood-to-
Steel Replacement Project. The comment has no bearing on the TL 637 project’s 
compliance with CEQA and does not raise any substantive comments related to 
physical environmental impacts. No additional response is necessary.  

D1-2 The purpose of the TL 637 Wood-to-Steel Project is to fire-harden the project area 
(reduce fire risk), which is located between the communities of Ramona and Santa 
Ysabel, in north central San Diego County. The fire hardening or wood-to-steel 
project is being proposed in order to protect the electric system against wildfire 
damage, while also reducing the risk of power line-related ignitions. This part of San 
Diego is within a high fire risk area of San Diego County (see the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) Figure 5.8-1). As proposed, the fire 
hardening of TL 637 includes the use of steel poles in place of wood poles, increases 
phase spacing, incorporates the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee guidelines, 
uses high strength multi-stranded steel core conductors, and is designed based on 
extreme wind loading criteria.  

 The comment states that there is a fatal flaw in the analysis since the TL 637 project 
has not been analyzed as part of San Diego Gas & Electric’s proposed Master 
Special Use Permit/Permit to Construct (MSUP/PTC) Power Line Replacement 
Projects). The proposed TL 637 Wood to Steel Pole Replacement Project is being 
considered by the CPUC as an independent action that has independent utility status 
from the power line replacement projects being proposed under the MSUP/ PTC 
Power Line Replacement Projects (A.12-10-009). TL 637 is an existing 69-kilovolt 
(kV), predominantly single-circuit transmission line that connects the existing Santa 
Ysabel and Creelman substations providing electric power to surrounding customers. 
TL 626 is also a separate existing 69 kV predominantly single-circuit transmission 
line that connects the existing Santa Ysabel, Boulder Creek, and Descanso 
substations providing electric power to customers in a separate geographic area 
from TL 637. On the eastern end of TL 637 and the northern end of TL 626, these 
power lines would share 12 common poles within the existing right-of-way. 
Therefore, in order to avoid having two parallel but separate power line alignments, 
the 12 poles are double circuited (TL 637 on one side and TL 626 on the other side) 
into the Santa Ysabel Substation.  

 The replacement of the 12 poles will not affect the evaluation of SDG&E’s proposed  
MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects  in any way—it will not become more 
likely to happen because the current  power lines proposed to be replaced under the 
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MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects could stay on the new or existing 
poles indefinitely. As such, the proposed TL 637 project and the five 69 kV power 
lines proposed for pole replacement in the MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement 
Projects  are all considered discrete and independent of each other and provide 
electric power to existing customers in different geographic areas. Further, the 
completion of the TL 637 project would not require any electrical upgrades to any 
equipment from the MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects. Each of the 
individual 69 kV power lines are independent and do not rely on one another to 
deliver electricity to customers; therefore, the proposed TL 637 Wood to Steel Pole 
Replacement Project addressed in the IS/MND does not depend on any other action 
for its justification.  

 Moreover, one of the primary purposes of these wood-to-steel pole replacement 
projects is to increase fire safety and service reliability in high fire risk areas of San 
Diego County. Evaluation of the TL 637 Wood to Steel Pole Replacement Project 
and the MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects separately will lead to 
increased fire protection sooner in the TL 637 project area, thereby providing a public 
purpose of increased fire safety in this region of San Diego County. 

 The comment also states that the TL 637 project is deficient under CEQA since it is 
“piecemealing” the project by not including the MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement 
Projects as part of the whole of the action. The commenter fails to explain or clearly 
state any particular impacts from the MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects  
that could not be adequately considered as cumulative impacts in the TL 637 
IS/MND. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Environmental Checklist 
form, Section XVIII (b), the TL 637 project includes the MSUP/PTC Power Line 
Replacement Projects  as a cumulative project (see IS/MND Section 5.18). 
Therefore, the IS/MND does evaluate the potential cumulative environmental impacts 
from the proposed TL 637 Wood to Steel Pole Replacement Project and the 
MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects , and is not segmenting the project to 
avoid the consideration of possible impacts. The IS/MND Section 5.18, Mandatory 
Findings of Significance, Table 5.18-1, provides a list of foreseeable cumulative 
projects and a discussion of the potential effects of these future projects, providing 
adequate, complete, and good faith efforts at full disclosure of information about the 
effect which the TL 637 project is likely to have on the environment. Table 5.18-1 
includes the MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects and indicates that the TL 
637 project and the TL 626 project both propose to replace approximately 12 poles 
and conductor where TL 637 and 626 are co-located on double-circuit structures. As 
described, these 12 structures will be replaced as part of whichever project proceeds 
first. Moreover, as discussed in Section 5.18 of the IS/MND, the TL 637 project’s 
incremental effects on air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, hydrology 
and water quality, noise, and transportation and traffic, when combined with other 
cumulative projects in the project area, determined all physical environmental 
impacts under CEQA to be less than significant.   

 As stated by the court of appeal, CEQA cannot separate a large project into smaller 
bite-size pieces in order to avoid appropriate environmental review (See Orinda 
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Ass’n v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1171). However, this 
refers to public agencies and applicants artificially narrowing the project description 
in order to reduce and/or eliminate the potential environmental impacts. As 
discussed above, since the TL 637 project has independent utility status from the 
proposed power line replacement projects being proposed under the MSUP/PTC 
Power Line Replacement Projects it does not need to be included as part of the 
project description (See Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the Cal. Environmental 
Quality Act (Cont.Ed.Bar 2012) Sec. 12.8, p. 582 [discussing Communities for a 
Better Env’t v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 CA4th 70].) 

 The comment further states this is a “connected action” under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and should be addressed as one action. As 
described above, the TL 637 Wood to Steel Pole Replacement project is separate 
and independent of the power line replacement projects proposed in the MSUP/PTC 
Power Line Replacement Projects.  An evaluation of a connected action pursuant to 
40 CFR 1508.25 relates only to NEPA actions and is not part of CEQA. Regardless, 
even if a connected action argument were relevant to the TL 637 project, the actions 
are not closely related and do not automatically trigger other actions that require 
environmental review; the TL 637 project does not depend on prior or simultaneous 
approval of the PTC Power Line Replacement Projects; and the TL 637 project is not 
an interdependent part of the PTC Power Line Replacement Projects nor does it 
depend on that action for its justification. (See 40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1).) 

D1-3 Viability of David Bittner’s Data: While Mr. Bittner was found guilty on several 
counts (e.g., not having valid golden eagle survey permits, illegal collecting of dead 
specimens, not providing data to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Bird Banding 
Lab), neither the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) nor California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) commented on the veracity of his data or the 
conclusions drawn. Further, the U.S. Attorney sentencing brief discusses the value of 
his data (U.S.A. v. Bittner 2013) to the wildlife agencies.  

 Request to SDG&E for survey data: This comment is noted. It should be noted that 
neither of the wildlife agencies who are responsible for the eagle (USFWS who protects 
it under the Bald and Golden Eagle Act and the CDFW who protects it as a Fully 
Protected species) provided comments regarding the treatment of the eagle in the Draft 
IN/S/MND. As these agencies have their own internal data sets for eagles and 
understand the issues surrounding Mr. Bittner and the efficacy of his data collection, it is 
considered they agree with the IS/MND analysis and conclusions for this project.  

 Inactive nest. It is correct that an inactive nest was located within 5 miles from the site 
and that eagles often cycle through their historical nest sites over time. This data was one 
consideration when determining the potential for eagles to nest within the right-of-way 
(ROW). The power line ROW is generally 30 feet wide. It should be noted that the actual 
impact area is not within the entire ROW but is centered on each pole location. Within the 
overall ROW, data and resources available were reviewed, and it was determined that 
there are no suitable nesting resources present. As described in the IS/MND Section 
5.5.1.3, according to the Raptor Management page on the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
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(USDA), U.S. Forest Service (USFS) website (http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/cleveland/ 
home/?cid= stelprdb5288499), this nesting location occurs in the Gower Mountains within 
Cleveland National Forest. On this website, the USDA states the nests were unsuccessful 
between 2010 and 2012, and no activity occurred in 2013. To further protect nesting and 
roosting golden eagles, the USDA has provided a closure map for Gower 
(http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/ stelprdb5288524.pdf) which 
overlays Mount Gower, the center of which is approximately 1.4 miles away from the 
ROW. The USDA states that closures at Gower Mountain will be in effect as of 
December 15, 2013. Closures for 2014 are not projected on this website. A nest that is 
approximately 1.4 miles away may potentially be affected by the project; however, and 
Applicant Proposed Measure (APM) and several mitigation measures (MM) are in 
place that would protect the species, including AMP-BIO-1, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-4, and 
MM BIO-5. 

D1-4 This comment is noted. MM BIO-4 is multifaceted and provides a number of levels of 
coverage/protection. First, the primary and preferred method is to construct outside 
of the breeding bird season. If this is not feasible, then a nesting bird survey shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist between March 1 and September 1 to determine 
the presence of nests or nesting birds within 100 feet of the construction activities. 
The nesting bird surveys shall be completed no more than 72 hours prior to any 
construction activities. The survey will focus on special-status species known to use 
the area as well as other nesting birds that are protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. If an active nest (defined below) is identified, grading or site disturbance 
within a 100-foot buffer of the nest shall be monitored on a daily basis by a qualified 
biologist until project activities are no longer occurring within 100 feet of the nest or 
until fledglings become independent of the nest. As stated above, several mitigation 
measures are in place that would protect the species, including AMP BIO-1, MM 
BIO-2, MM BIO-4, and MM BIO-5. The third protection is that the approved biologist 
would be allowed to increase the buffer distance as necessary to protect resources. 
A monitoring biologist may only decrease the buffer radius upon receiving approval 
from the CPUC, thereby providing an additional layer of oversight to nest protection. 
The process by which project biologists are vetted and approved by the responsible 
agencies considers the character of the biologist. Further, the CPUC will provide a 
third-party biologist to monitor the project biologists during construction. Finally, the 
project will actually decrease the amount of potential impacts to avian species by 
reducing the number of pole locations and reducing the number and amount of 
cables and wire which might impact species. The project pulls poles out of sensitive 
resource areas and work will be relatively brief at any given location, with relatively 
small direct impacts at any location. 

D1-5 The attachment provided is noted. Please refer to response D1-2 regarding the 
MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects.  
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Response to Comment Letter D2 

San Diego Sierra Club 
Cindy Buxton 

November 7, 2013 

D2-1 The proposed TL 637 project is being considered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) as an independent action that has independent utility status 
from the proposed power line replacement projects being proposed under San Diego 
Gas & Electric’s Master Special Use Permit and Permit to Construct (MSUP/PTC) 
Power Line Replacement Projects (A.12-10-009). The actions are not closely related 
and do not automatically trigger other actions that require environmental review; the 
TL 637 project does not depend on prior or simultaneous approval of the PTC Power 
Line Replacement Projects; nor does it depend on that action for its justification. 
(See 40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1).) Since the TL 637 project has independent utility status 
from the proposed power line replacement projects being proposed under the 
MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects it does not need to be included as part 
of the project description (See Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the Cal. 
Environmental Quality Act (Cont.Ed.Bar 2012) Sec. 12.8, p. 582 [discussing 
Communities for a Better Env’t v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 CA4th 70].). Please 
refer to response D1-2 regarding the proposed project (A.13-03-003) and the 
MSUP/PTC Power Line Replacement Projects (A.12-10-009).  

D2-2 This commentor states they were a commentor on the 2009 MSUP project and 
should have been notified regarding this project. This information is noted and will be 
included in the project record for the CPUC to consider during project deliberation. 
This comment does not raise any substantive comments related to physical 
environmental impacts. No additional response is necessary. 

D2-3 The voltage of the system is the same. It is assumed the temperature referred in this 
comment is the temperature of the conductor. It should be noted that the 
temperature statement is incorrect. The conductor temperature will vary based on 
numerous variables such as ambient temperature, amount of direct Sun, wind speed 
etc. Probably the most significant variable is the current (I) or amperage flowing 
through the conductor and the resistance (R) of the conductor (measured in ohms). 
The key element that needs to be recognized is as the size of the conductor 
increases, the resistance of that conductor decreases. For example, based on 
industry data for the respective conductors, the R value measured at 70 degrees C 
for the 3/0 conductor currently installed is approximately 0.1180 ohms/1,000 feet. 
The R value for the proposed 636 conductor is approximately 0.0312 ohms/1,000 
feet. Thus with the same current passing through each of these conductors (and all 
other variables such as wind and Sun, etc. unchanged) the existing 3/0 conductor 
would be about 3.8 times hotter than the proposed 636 conductor. 

D2-4 This comment is noted and will be included in the project record for the CPUC to 
consider during project deliberation. The commenter did not provide substantiation 
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that the conductors could ignite ryegrass that may happen to blow into a power line. 
Please refer to response D2-3 that describes that lower heat is associated with the 
new conductors compared to the existing conductors (based on the same current 
passing through each of these conductors and all other variables such as wind and 
Sun, etc. unchanged). Research indicates that without a flame and with just heat, the 
ignition point for dry annual grass (cheatgrass) is 626 degrees Fahrenheit, and with a 
flame, the ignition temperature is 518 degrees Fahrenheit (USDA 1974).  

D2-5 The proposed project will replace an existing 69-kilovolt (kV) power line, and there will be 
no increase in the voltage used; therefore, there would be no significant change to 
electromagnetic fields (EMFs) with implementation of the proposed TL 637 Wood-to-
Steel Replacement Project. See Appendix 3-D, Detailed Magnetic Field Management 
Plan, of San Diego Gas & Electric’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment 
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/WoodtoSteel/TL%20637_PEA_ 
Appendices.pdf). 

 As discussed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration section (page MND-14) of the 
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), EMFs are not 
considered in the IS/MND in the context of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) for determination of environmental impacts because there is no agreement 
among scientists that EMFs create a health risk, and there are no defined or adopted 
CEQA standards for defining health risks from EMFs.  

D2-6  This comment does not raise any substantive comments related to physical 
environmental impacts. No additional response is necessary. 

In general, electric utility infrastructure is designed and built to meet prescribed 
safety and reliability standards. The current flowing on a higher voltage system will 
be less than on a lower voltage system when serving the same level of energy or 
load. The lower current flow associated with the higher voltage system will result in 
less line losses and lower line heating but the higher voltage required will result in 
larger and higher towers as well as more costly support substation equipment. 

Amperage is the flow of energy through a conductor resulting from the energy being 
transmitted to serve customer load. Thus it varies as the use of the system varies 
and is not “maintained” at a prescribed or set level but rather changes in real time 
with the use or load placed on the system.  

 In response to what is being done to coordinate these criteria on this line with the 
other lines that connect at Santa Ysabel, facilities in a common area are installed to 
be compatible and integrate with the overall system grid present in that area. If the 
predominant system voltage in an area is 69 kV, then new facilities would need to 
integrate with that voltage level. Any time current flows through wire, energy in the 
form of heat is created and lost to the surrounding environment. Please also see 
reply to response D2-3. 
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D2-7 Stringing sites are included as part of the project description (see Section 4, 
Expanded Project Description of the Draft IS/MND). Approximately 22 stringing sites, 
totaling approximately 5.47 acres, would be established for this project. These 
temporary work areas were considered in the evaluation of environmental impacts in 
the Draft IS/MND in Sections 5.2 through 5.18.  

D2-8 This comment is noted. This comment provides reference to a different project area 
than the proposed project, and does not raise any site-specific physical environmental 
impacts or issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
IS/MND. Therefore, no additional response is provided or required. 

D2-9 This information regarding undergrounding the proposed project is noted and will be 
included in the project record for the CPUC to consider during project deliberation. 
As discussed on page 14 of the MND, based on the analysis presented in the IS, the 
project as proposed would be mitigated to less than significant or have no impacts, 
and therefore the CPUC has determined that further analysis of additional mitigation 
measures and or alternatives such as undergrounding is not necessary or required.  

D2-10 This comment provides cross-reference to a separate and distinct project (the Master 
Special Use Permit project), and does not raise any site-specific physical 
environmental impacts or issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
in the Draft IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided or required. 
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Response to Comment Letter E1 

San Diego Gas & Electric 
Bradley Carter 

November 7, 2013 

E1-1 This comment is noted. The comment provides introduction to the comment letter, 
overview of the proposed project objectives including fire-hardening of the proposed 
project alignment, and states support of the project and Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) significance conclusions. The comment does not 
raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 
Draft IS/MND; therefore, no additional response is provided or required. 

E1-2 This comment is noted and will be included in the project record for the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to consider during project deliberation. The 
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration; therefore, no 
additional response is provided or required. 

E1-3 This comment is noted and will be included in the project record for the CPUC to 
consider during project deliberation. Section 4.6, Construction Activities, of the IS/MND 
was updated to reflect that helicopter use would include transportation of materials as 
well as removal of existing wood poles. These edits were added to clarify helicopter 
use and do not alter the analysis or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and 
impacts would remain less than significant. Please also refer to response C1-12, 
regarding a discussion about helicopter use during construction activities.  

E1-4 Please refer to responses E1-4a through E1-4m. 

E1-4a The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.2.3 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4b The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.1.1 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4c The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.1.1 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4d The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.1.5 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. Please also refer to response C1-5. 
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These edits do not alter the analysis or significance conclusions of the 
IS/MND, and impacts would remain less than significant. 

E1-4e The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.2 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4f The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.2 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4g The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.3 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4h The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.3 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4i The recommended source revision was not incorporated as the vegetation 
communities’ data layer was provided in SDG&E’s May 21, 2013 response to 
CPUC’s data request no. 1. Figures 5.5-1A through 5.5-1I of the IS/MND 
have been updated to reference the data request response. This edit does 
not alter the analysis or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and 
impacts would remain less than significant. 

E1-4j  The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.5.3 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4k The recommended revision was not incorporated because there were four 
identified resources that were found to be not eligible. Two of these resources 
(P-37-028661 and P-37-028670) could not be located during the time field 
surveys were conducted; therefore, they are not included in Table 1 of the 
Cultural Resources report (resources inventory table) and are not included in 
Table 5.6-1 of the MND. A footnote has been included in Table 5.6-1 
clarifying this. This addition does not alter the analysis or significance 
conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less than significant. 

E1-4l The comment is noted, and the revision to Section 5.8.3 has been 
incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter the analysis 
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or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

E1-4m The comment is noted, and the revision to Attachment A, Detailed Alignment 
Map, has been incorporated into the Final IS/MND. These edits do not alter 
the analysis or significance conclusions of the IS/MND, and impacts would 
remain less than significant. 
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Response to Comment Letter F1 

The Protect Our Communities Foundation 
Kelly Fuller 

November 15, 2013 

F1-1 This information is noted and will be included in the project record for the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to consider during project 
deliberation. Please refer to response D1-3 regarding the validity of Mr. Bittner’s 
data and Response D1-2 regarding environmental analysis of TL 637 and the 
Master Special Use Permit Project. 
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